Congress  has  written  a  moral  principle  into  the  Mutual  Security  Act  Amer¬ 
ica  must  not  subsidize  aggression.  That  is  the  meaning  of  the  “freedom  of  the 
seas”  amendment 

The  proposal  was  angrily  debated  in  the  Senate,  where  unfortunate  asper¬ 
sions  were  cast  on  the  integrity  of  its  proponents. 

This  issue  should  be  considered  objectively  and  on  its  merits. 


The  amendment  originated  in  the  House,  because  many  Congressmen — and 
many  editors  of  great  newspapers — believed  that  an  opportunity  was  lost  when 
the  World  Bank  loaned  $56  million  fm*  the  Suez  Canal  at  the  hei^t  of  the  Nasser 
blockade. 

The  House  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  told  the  House  that  our  own 
government  had  “not  done  as  effective  a  job  as  it  should  have”  to  open  that 
waterway. 

But  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  took  no  action,  made  no 
comment  in  its  report.  Its  chairman,  Sen.  J.  W.  Fulbright  (D-Ark.),  believes  that 
the  Suez  Canal  should  be  open.  He,  himself,  offered  an  excellent  Senate  resolu¬ 
tion  to  that  effect  (m  Jan.  29,  1957.  But  he  opposed  the  House  declaration 
because  he  feared  that  the  Arab  states  would  interpret  it  as  a  pro-Israel  and  an 
anti-Arab  statement. 

Thus,  Congress  faced  a  dilemma.  Senate  failure  to  concur  in  the  House 
declaration  could  have  been  misinterpreted  by  the  Arabs  as  warrant  to  continue 
the  blockade  and  even  to  extend  it  to  Aqaba,  as  President  Nasser  has  threatened 
to  do.  The  alternative  was  to  speak  frankly  and  clearly  in  reaffirmation  of  tradi¬ 
tional  American  pc^cy. 

Congress  made  the  right  decision.  The  Arabs  will  never  abandon  their  war 
against  Israel  if  they  can  intimidate  us  into  a  frozen  neutralism,  and  if  they 
delude  themselves  into  believing  that  American  friendship  for  Israel  is  an  insincu'e 
pandering  to  minority  pressures. 

The  fmeign  policy  of  the  United  States  should  express  the  views  of  the 
American  people.  The  &nate  refused  to  aUow  it  to  be  written  in  Cairo  or  Moscow. 


State  Deportmant  Pledge.  The  sea¬ 
men’s  strike  against  the  Cleopatra, 
which  had  aggravated  and  exacerbated 
Senate  debate  over  the  “freedom  of  the 
seas”  amendment,  was  halted  May  6. 
The  picketing  ended  when  a  statement 
of  policy  hammered  out  by  Acting  Sec¬ 
retary  <k  State  Douglas  Dillmi  and  Ar¬ 
thur  J.  Goldberg,  representing  the  un¬ 
ions,  assured  the  maritime  workers  that 
the  U.  S.  government  would  renew  dip¬ 
lomatic  efforts  to  protect  American  sea¬ 
men  and  shipping  in  Arab  ports. 

The  State  Department’s  undertaking 
set  fmth  these  principles:  The  United 
^tes  supports  freedom  of  the  seas  and 
its  UN  position  favoring  freedom  of 
transit  tlvough  the  Suez  Canal;  it  op¬ 
poses  discriminatory  actions  against 
American  citizens  and  American  com¬ 
merce;  it  does  not  recognize  Arab  boy¬ 
cotts  and  it  makes  constant  efforts  to 
achieve  an  Arab-Israel  peace  settlement; 
it  disavows  the  Navy’s  implication  in 
the  Arab  boycott  and  it  opposes  Arab 
bans  on  American  ships  which  carry 
surplus  foods;  it  will  instruct  overseas 
missions  to  assist  Americans  in  trouble 
abroad;  it  will  fully  cooperate  in  investi¬ 
gating  maritime  grievances  affecting 
American  vessels  and  seamen. 

After  the  American  maritime  unions 
called  off  their  picketing  and  agreed  to 
unload  the  Cleopatra,  President  Nasser 
called  off  the  Arab  counter-boycott  of 
American  ships  and  hailed  the  entire 
affair  as  a  victory  for  the  Arabs. 

On  May  12,  the  Jordanian  govern¬ 
ment,  which  depends  for  its  very 
existence  on  annual  American  aid 
of  more  than  $50  million,  black¬ 
listed  eight  ships  for  violating  the 
Arab  boycott  of  Israel,  including 
two  U.  S.  ships,  the  Poeifietu  and 
the  Pacific  Explorer. 

Fulbright  Visits  Nuar  East.  Sen.  J.  W. 
Fulbright  (D-Ark.)  arrived  in  Cairo 
May  1 1  on  a  fact-finding  mission.  The 
Senator  is  visiting  Jordan  for  a  review 
of  the  Arab  refugee  situation  there  and 
then  enters  Israel. 


It  has  been  argued  that  the  “freedom  of  tihe  seas”  amendment  will  be  ex¬ 
ploited  by  the  Russians  to  our  propaganda  disadvantage  in  Asia  and  Africa,  to 
prove  that  we  put  “strings”  on  our  aid.  The  MSA  now  imposes  many  retire¬ 
ments  on  the  recipients  of  both  our  military  and  economic  aid.  There  are  explicit 
conditions  on  aid  to  Yugoslavia  and  Castro’s  Cuba.  The  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Committee,  itsdf,  recommended  stiff  conditions  on  continuing  aid  to  Arab 
refugees,  a  proposal  which  had  to  be  softened  in  Senate-House  conference.  The 
Senate  Committee  also  expressed  reservations  about  the  effectiveness  of  our 
Korean  aid  program  “in  the  absence  of  an  atmosphere  of  expanding  basic  free¬ 
dom.”  There  is  nothing  new  about  this.  The  Actainistration  has  held  up  aid  to 
Near  East  nations  in  the  past,  as  both  Egypt  and  Israel  well  remember,  y 


We  respect  honest  neutralism.  We  must  not  manacle  the  p^cips'  of  other 
nations  to  our  own.  We  agree  that  the  United  States  should  require  other 
nations  to  accept  alliance  with  our  policies  to  qualify  for  our  aid^  But  they  must_ 
not  impt^  their  policies  on  us  so  that  we  may  qualify  as  their  dismterested  bene- 
fact<5s<'''The  beneficiari»  of  our  assistance  programs  must  not  put  strings  r>n  ns. 
IWy  must  nt^ie  our  hands,  nor  silence  dtii  lips,  nor  blunt  our  consciences,  nw 
immobilize  our  policies  by  threatening  to  refuse  our  assistance  or  to  embrace  the 
Communists  bemuse  we  expect  them  to  conform  with  international  law.  They 
do  us  no  favors  by  taking  our  money.  The  Mutual  Security  Program  is  mutual.  , 
The  U.  S.  Treasury  is  not  an  automatic  coin  vending  machine.  _ , 


Nor  are  the  Russians  ourlndfarmentors.  We  do  not  locd:  upon  the  world 
as  a  jun^e  where  nations  may  disregard  commitments  and  respcmsibilities,  im¬ 
mune  frcMn  reproach.  We  cannot  accept  multiple  moral  standards  in  inter¬ 
national  relations,  nor  free  zones  for  aggression. 

The  Congressional  declaration  is  not  binding  on  the  President.  But  if  the 
Administration  wants  to  make  a  new  and  determined  effort  to  promote  a  just  and 
honorable  Near  East  settlement,  it  is  fortified  by  a  strong  declaration  that  the 
-American  people  want  morality  and  law  to  govern  our  foreign  policy. 
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A  Moral  Position 

“It  is  the  sense  of  the  Congress’*  .  .  . 
and  the  sense  of  the  Congress  prevailed 
on  May  2,  when  Sen.  J.  W.  Fulbright 
(D-Ark.),  Chairman  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relatimis,  lost 
his  fight  to  water  down  the  Douglas  - 
Keating  “freedom  of  the  seas”  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Mutual  Security  Act.  The 
Senate  voted  45-39  on  a  motion  by 
Sen.  Lyndon  B.  Johnson  (D-Tex.)  to 
table  Sen.  Fulbright’s  nullifying  amend¬ 
ment 

Thus,  the  Senate  and  House  have  to¬ 
gether  approved  a  declaration  in  favor 
of  freedom  of  the  seas  and  economic 
cooperation  and  in  opposition  to  eco¬ 
nomic  warfare,  boycotts,  blockades,  and 
restrictions  on  international  waterways. 

The  proposal  originated  in  the 
House  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
and  was  approved  by  the  House.  But 
the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations  took  no  action  on  the  declara¬ 
tion.  Accordingly,  on  Apr.  28,  Sena¬ 
tors  Paul  H.  Douglas  (D-IU.)  and  Ken¬ 
neth  B.  Keating  (R-N.Y.),  joined  by  28 
other  Senators,  offered  an  amendment 
on  the  Senate  floor.  The  Arkansas  Sen¬ 
ator  fought  it  but  was  defeated  on  a  roll 
call  vote,  45  to  25.  (The  final  record 
shows  that  62  Senators  favored  the  pro¬ 
posal.) 

The  Fulbright  Attack.  On  May  2,  Sen. 
Fulbright  asked  the  Senate  to  approve 
an  additional  statement  to  the  effect 
that  the  “freedom  of  the  seas"  declara¬ 
tion  should  not  be  applied  when  two 
nations  “are  engaged  in  actions  detri¬ 
mental  to  UN  efforts  to  maintain  peace 
and  stability”  and  application  of  the 
principles  would,  in  the  President’s 
judgment,  constitute  partiality. 

Sen.  Fulbright  argued  that  the  E>oug- 
las-Keating  amendment  was  wrong  be¬ 
cause  of  the  reaction  it  would  evoke  in 
the  Arab  world.  Proponents  replied 
that  this  was  not  an  Anb-Israel  issue, 
but  an  issue  of  moral  principle. 

Th*  Dillon  Lattar.  Sen.  Fulbright  said: 

“The  pending  amendment  is  in¬ 
tended  to  try  to  bring  the  statement 
of  policy  .  .  .  more  into  accord 
with  what  I  believe  to  be  the  real 
interests  of  the  country  ...  an  im¬ 
partial  attitude  toward  the  conflict 
which  has  troubled  the  Middle 
East.” 

He  then  referred  to  a  letter  from  Act¬ 
ing  Secretary  of  State  Douglas  Dillon. 

The  Dillon  letter  declared  that  the 
purpose  of  the  Douglas-Keating  amend¬ 
ment  is  “fully  consistent  with  long¬ 
standing  objectives  of  the  United  States 
government.”  The  letter  also  said  that 
inclusion  of  the  amendment  in  the 
Mutual  Security  Act  will  be  “counter- 
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productive  and  will  not  achieve  its  in-  Sen.  Fulbright  then  referred  to  two 
tended  purpose”  .  .  .  and  “in  our  view  extraneous  issues:  The  picketing  the 
have  harm  fill  repercussions  on  U.S.  in-  Cleopatra  by  the  maritime  unions,  and 

terests  in  a  wide  area  of  the  Middle  a  move  in  the  House  Banking  and  Cur- 

East”  rency  Committee  to  write  a  declaration 

Mr.  Dillon  disclosed  that  after  the  favoring  freedom  of  the  seas  into  the 

House  had  acted,  the  Department  of  articles  of  the  proposed  International 

State  had  “made  the  text  of  the  amend-  Development  Association, 

ment  available  to  our  embassies  and  Although  the  measure  was  not  before 
consulates  in  countries  which  would  be  the  Senate,  Sen.  Fulbright  read  frmn  a 
affected.  .  .”  letter  by  Swretary  of  the  Treasury  Rob- 

Field  posts  from  Morocco  to  Iraq  ert  B.  Anderson  to  the  House  Banking 
“emphasized  their  concurrence  with  the  and  Currency  Committee  which  stated 
objectives”  sought  by  the  amendment,  that  the  inclusion  of  such  an  article 

but  unanimously  reported  that  “the  might  not  be  acceptable  to  many  nations 

adoption  of  an  amendment  of  this  type  and  might  prevent  the  IDA  from  com- 

would  clearly  not  be  in  the  interests  of  ing  into  existence, 

the  United  States,  nor  for  that  matter  Sen.  Fulbright  said  that  Senate  adop- 
of  Israel.”  tion  of  the  Douglas-Keating  amendment 

The  diplomatic  missions  agreed  that  would  lead  to  a  similar  amendment 
the  amendment  would  be  interpreted  as  a  when  IDA  came  before  the  Senate, 
demonstrating  favoritism  for  Israel;  as  1  He  expressed  his  belief  that  “it  would 
an  attempt  to  “tie  strings”  to  our  eco- 1  /  b^  unfortunate  if  by  our  action  we  left 
nomic  aid;  and  would  play  into  the  l//we  impression  that  we  have  no  regard 
hands  of  the  Soviet  bloc.  ^  for  the  position  of  the  Arab  states.” 


Mr.  Dillon’s  letter  reiterated  that 
“our  government  had  repeatedly  made 
clear  its  support  for  freedom  of  transit 
through  the  Suez  Canal  as  well  as  our 
opposition  to  the  Arab  boycott  against 
Israel.”  He  said  that  “these  undesirable 
restrictions”  are  an  “outgrowth  of  the 
Palestine  problem,  which  continues  to 
cause  tensions  between  Israel  and  the 
Arab  states  and  to  perpetuate  unfortu¬ 
nate  circumstances  such  as  those  where¬ 
by  nearly  one  million  Arab  refugees  are 
not  able  to  return  to  their  homes.” 

Mr.  Dillon  added  that  not  a  single 


Jovlts  Raplias.  Sen.  Jacob  K.  Javits 
(R-N.Y.)  emphatically  declared  that 
the  issue  is  “not  partiality  or  impar¬ 
tiality”  in  the  Arab-Israel  conflict.  The 
question,  he  said,  is  “partiality  or  impar¬ 
tiality  in  honoring  international  com¬ 
mitments  in  connection  with  transit 
through  the  Suez  Canal.”  He  said: 

“Let  us  not  forget  that  Mr.  Nas¬ 
ser  blocked  the  caj^  in  1956  to  the 
whole  world,  not  just  to  Israel  ship¬ 
ping.  ...  He  entered  into  an  inter¬ 
national  commitment  in  1956, 
when  the  United  States  came  to  his 


American  ship  has  thus  far  been  denied 
passage  through  the  canal  and  that  out 
of  a  total  U.S.  maritime  fleet  of  498, 
only  23  ships  have  been  placed  on  the 
so-called  Arab  blacklist  because  of  prior 
calls  at  Israel  ports. 

He  feared  the  impact  of  the  Douglas- 
Keating  amendment  on  the  new  na? 
tions  of  Asia  and  Africa.  He  said:  /j 
“Just  when  the  young  Afro-  ti 
Asian  nations  appear  for  the  first  jj 
time  to  be  becoming  aware  of  theZ-- 
fact  that  the  Communists  have 


rescue  .  .  .  that  there  shall  be  free 
transit  through  the  canal  without 
discrimination,  overt  or  covert, 
and  that  the  operation  of  the  canal 
f  should  be  insulated  from  the  poli¬ 
tics  of  any  country.” 

Sen.  Javits  went  on  to  say,  “We  have 
a  very  burning  interest  in  .  .  .  whether 
or  not  there  is  a  violation  of  the  princi¬ 
ple  established  in  international  law  by 
/>UT  country  and  by  other  maritime  pow¬ 
ers.  . . .”  Since  the  Government  of  Egypt 
considers  itself  at  war  with  Israel,  he 


been  falsely  posing  as  patriotic 
nationalists,  it  ill  behooves  us, 
through  an  appearance  of  placing 
strings  on  our  aid,  to  incur  the  deep 
resentment  or  hostility  not  only  of 
the  10  Arab  nations  but  of  their 
natural  friends,  the  states  of  Afri¬ 
ca  and  Asia.” 


said,  the  situation  is  not  helped  by  con¬ 
doning  a  violation  of  international  law. 

Sen.  Javits  answered  those  who  com¬ 
plained  that  the  Douglas-Keating 
amendment  was  too  strong  because  it 
required  the  President  to  report  on  the 
means  taken  to  implement  it  He  pointed 
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out  that  the  amendment  is  “no  more 
than  a  request  to  the  President”  Con¬ 
stitutionally,  he  said,  it  is  the  President 
who  makes  foreign  policy.  Therefore, 
he  saw  no  danger  in  the  proposal.  On 
the  contrary,  he  saw  “tl^  virtue,  that 
Congress  is  insisting  upon  principle  . .  . 
upon  mcxality  and  upon  the  honoring  of 
international  commitments.  .  .  .” 

The  Senator  from  New  York  then 
summed  up  his  major  pmnts. 

1.  “The  Senate  and  the  House 
have,  in  strong  language,  expressed 
themselves  on  the  sanctity  of  inter¬ 
national  covenants  and  interna¬ 
tional  law. 

2.  “The  President  has  (xnnplete 
discretion  in  terms  of  the  national 
interest  .  .  .  over  what  he  can  do 
about  that  expression  .  .  .  even  to 
the  way  in  \^ch  he  can  rq)ort 
what  he  has  done  imder  this 
amendment. 

3.  “Congress  is  absolutely  right 
in  seeking  to  have  the  moral  law 
enforced  and  in  seeking  to  have 
international  covenants  complied 
with  in  so  inq>ortant  a  matter  as 
free  transit  through  a  great  inter¬ 
national  waterway. 

“There  is  tyranny  not  only  of 
strength;  there  is  al^  a  tyranny  of 
weakness,”  he  concluded.  “That  tyran¬ 
ny  can  be  just  as  damaging. . . .  Because 
Nasser  heads  a  small  power  .  .  .  that 
does  not  mean  that  he  can  be  a  pirate 
by  the  very  use  of  his  weakness.” 

Sen.  Douglas'  Points.  Sen.  Douglas  in¬ 
sisted  that  the  Fulbright — Department 
of  State  position  rested  on  “a  funda¬ 
mental  error” — that  the  Egyptian  block¬ 
ade  of  the  Suez  and  the  blacklisting  of 
ships  that  have  traded  with  Israel  is 
purely  an  Egyptian-Israel  dilute  and 
that  the  United  States  is  guilty  of  “par¬ 
tiality”  if  it  takes  a  stand. 

“This  is  not  primarily  a  dispute  be¬ 
tween  Israel  and  Egypt,”  Sen.  Douglas 
said. 

“It  is  a  case  of  oue  country, 
Eg}^  having  violated  treaties,  re- 
fusi^  to  follow  the  rulings  of  the 
Unit^  Nations,  and  going  back 
upon  its  own  promises.” 

He  recalled  Egypt’s  defiance  of  the 
UN  Security  Council  decision  of  1951, 
the  extension  of  the  Egyptian  blockade 
to  Aqaba — in  a  television  broadcast  on 
Apr.  24,  Nasser  hinted  at  a  new  move 
to  reinstate  the  blockade  at  Aqaba 
which  the  Israelis  broke  in  1956— Nas¬ 
ser’s  violation  of  his  own  commitment 
to  keep  the  canal  open  when  he  na¬ 
tionalized  it  in  1956,  and  Sec.  Gen.  Dag 
Hammarskjold’s  futile  diplcHnadc  ap¬ 
proaches  last  year. 

Sen.  Douglas  went  on  to  stress  that 
“in  1959  and  1960,  the  policy  of  Egypt 
has'  been  far  more  aggressive.” 


Nosior  Roocts.  UAR  President  Nas¬ 
ser  reacted  to  both  the  Oeopatrm 
incident  and  the  Senate  action  with 
an  incendiary  speech  at  Al-Mansn- 
rah.  May  8. 

“We  never  accept  aid  with  strings 
attached,”  Nasser  declared.  “We  hope 
the  Am^can  people  will  rid  them¬ 
selves  of  the  Zionism  that  dominates 
them  . .  .  the  Zionist,  Jewish,  Israeli 
imperialism  that  dominates  them. 

“We  tell  those  who  talk  about 
withholding  aid  that  we  are  sorry, 
but  we  do  not  accept'aid  . . .  We  do 
not  take  wheat  from  America  as 
ve  purchase 

-tblswheat  for  which  we  pay  in  load.  , 

■ey  give  usintf-ol^thim  ^ 
>an  but  this  loan  isafai^  - 
.  it  is  a  loan  which  wCT '' 
er  30  years  at  an  in¬ 
percent — according  to 
f  Cohen.” 

leads  the  Arab  people 
about  Americairaidi  -4n-flscal  10S9,  ^ 
we  gave  the  UAR  $11  millionhTTooa 
and  money  and  we  “sold”  her  $48.3 
million  of  surplus  foods,  which  the 
UAR  “boys”  with  money  it  prints. 

In  fiscal  1960,  the  UAR  is  receiv¬ 
ing  $4.2  million  in  Special  Assist¬ 
ance — a  gift;  $1.5  million  in  Technical 
Cooperation  —  another  gift;  and  $9 
million  in  surplus  foods — aim  a  gifu 
Sales  of  surplus  foods  are  reported  to 
total  $83  million — payable  in  Egyp¬ 
tian  currency — and  this  money  is  then 
loaned  back  to  Cairo. 

In  addition,  Egypt  is  getting  $7 
million  in  development  loans— also 
repayable  in  Egypt’s  own  currency. 

For  all  of  which  the  American  tax¬ 
payer  is  thanked  in  Nasser’s  own 
abusive  way. 

[Much  of  the  debate  on  this  issue  over¬ 
looks  this  fundamental  fact.  After  the 
Suez  conflict  in  1956,  Nasser  contin¬ 
ued  to  bar  Israel  ships.  But  he  allowed 
passage  of  ships  carrying  cargoes  to  and 
from  Israel.  It  was  early  in  1959 — after 
the  United  States  resumed  large-scale 
aid  to  Nasser — that  he  suddenly  and 
inexplicably  changed  his  policy  arui  be¬ 
gan  to  bar  all  ships  carrying  Israel  car¬ 
goes,  no  matter  what  flag  they  flew. 

Thus,  the  situation  deteriorated  a  year 
ago.  It  is  this  fact — more  than  any 
other — wMch  prompted  a  large  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  Senate  and  House  to  call 
on  the  Administration  for  a  stronger 
stand  on  the  issue.} 

Sen.  Douglas  continued: 

“Yet  our  State  Department 
wrings  its  hands,  and  says,  in  effect, 
‘Oh,  yes.  We  stand  for  tree  access; 
but  let  us  do  nothing  effective  to 
bring  it  about* 

“The  question  simply  is:  Are 
we  to  continue  having  ineffectual 
conversatimis,  or  will  we  try  to  get 
more  general  acoq)tance  of  the 
principle  that  there  are  moral  laws 
m  the  world,  and  that  there  is  some 
obligadoa  to  fdlow  the  decisions 
of  international  bodies?  I  know 


there  is  a  school  oi  thou^  which 
says  that  moral  and  l^al  considcar- 
ations  should  not  guide  the  policies 
of  nations. 

“In  effect  the  State  Department 
is  saying  thid  if  we  stand  i^)  for 
international  law  and  if  we  attenqd 
to  insist  on  free  transit  we  may 
make  Colonel  Nasser  angry,  and 
that  this  would  be  a  bad  thing  to 
do _ ” 

Tho  Arab  Rofugoos.  At  this  point  the 
debate  shifted  to  the  problem  of  the 
Arab  refugees — the  subject  (tf  Sen.  Ful- 
'  bright’s  second  amendment. 

lln  recent  weeks.  President  Nasser  has- 
fought  to  justify  the  Suez  blockade  by 
claming  that  Israel  does  not  take  back 
t)u  Palestine  Arab  refugees.  The  Arabs 
CMtinually  cite  one  paragraph  of  a 
1948  UN  resolution  which  declared 
tj^  “refugees  wishing  to  return  to  their 
jiomes  and  live  at  peace  with  their 
neighbors  should  be  permitted  to  do  so 
at  the  earliest  practicable  date”  or  to 
receive  compensation. 

That  paragraph  was  part  of  an  over¬ 
all  resolution  in  which  the  UN  called 
for  an  Arab-lsrael  peace  settlement,  and 
the  Arab  delegation  actively  opposed  it 
in  1948  because  it  called  for  peace. 

Sen.  Fulbrighfs  second  amendment 
extracted  this  repatriation  paragraph 
from  the  1948  resolution  and  tiered 
it  as  a  “sense  of  Congress’  amendment 
to  the  Mutual  Security  Act.} 

When  Sen.  Douglas  concluded  his 
statement,  Sen.  Fulbright  asked  whether 
the  “Israelis  are  in  violation  of  a  man¬ 
date  in  regard  to  settling  the  refugee 
question.” 

Sen.  Douglas  ret(»ted  that  he  would 
be  prepared  to  vote  for  a  resolution 
which  would  put  the  Senate  on  record 
as  favoring  an  effort  “to  get  the  refugee 
question  settled  in  an  atmosj^ere 
peace”  and  as  part  of  a  peace  s^ement.  • 
But  he  said  that  Sen.  Fulbri^t  was  try¬ 
ing  to  change  the  subject 
The  issue  at  hand  did  not  concern 
the  union  picketing  in  New  York,  or 
the  IDA,  c»’  the  refugees,  he  said.  “It 
is  coi^ned  solely  to  the  question  ad¬ 
ministering  our  aid  program  in  a  man¬ 
ner  to  assure  free  transit,  under  inter¬ 
national  law  ...  an  effort  to  help  end 
blockades  and  other  economic  warfare 
between  recipients  our  aid.” 

Senator  Morse.  Joining  the  colloquy. 
Sen.  Wayne  Morse  (D-Or^.)  directed 
a  frontal  attack  on  the  Fulbright  refu¬ 
gee  amendment 

The  Oregon  Senator  declared  that  it 
would  not  be  in  the  interest  of  inter¬ 
national  harmony  to  permit  Arab  refu¬ 
gee  repatriation  in  advance  of  a  peace 
settlement  He  contended  that  its  adop¬ 
tion  “would  fortify  all  Arab  resistance 
to  any  comprehensive  proposals  for  the 
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resettlement  of  the  Arab  refugees”  and 
“would  vindicate  Arab  resistance  that 
Israd  accept  the  primary  responsibility 
of  the  refugee  burden.” 

He  quoted  from  the  Dec.  11,  1948, 
resolution  which  “called  upon  the  gov¬ 
ernments  and  the  authwities  concerned 
to  seek  agreements  and  negotiations 
conducted  with  a  view  toward  the  final 
settlement  of  all  questions  outstanding 
between  them.”  Sen.  Mwse  continued: 

“Thus,  clearly  the  General  As¬ 
sembly  contend^  that  any  Arab 
repatriation  would  be  within  the 
context  of  Arab-Israel  peace  nego¬ 
tiations  ... 

“How  can  Sen.  Fulbright  select 
one  section  of  the  UN  rest^utitm, 
ask  the  Senate  to  accept  it  as  a 
sUtement  of  U.S.  policy,  and  com¬ 
pletely  ignore  the  UN  call  for 
peace?” 

Sen.  Morse  declared  that  the  UN 
resolution  was  12  years  old  and  had 
been  rendered  obsolete  because  the 
Arabs  had  persisted  in  their  war,  had 
refused  to  negotiate,  and  had  reared  a 
new  generation  of  Arab  refugees  indoc¬ 
trinated  with  hostility. 

“It  would  be  suicidal  for  Israel 
to  accept  a  return  of  an  unlimited 
fifth  colunm  in  advance  of  a  peace 
settlement” 

He  said  that  all  studies  and  reports 
had  stressed  resettlement  rather  than 
repatriation  as  the  s(^ution  of  the  Arab 
refugee  problem  and  he  cited  the  Ham- 
marskjold  report,  the  Smith-Prouty  re¬ 
port,  the  Taft  report,  the  Hays-O’Hara- 
Church  report,  the  Humpturey  report 
and  the  Carnegie  Endowment  report. 

Addressing  himself  to  the  first  Ful¬ 
bright  amendment,  he  stated  that  the 
question  before  the  Senate  was  “whether 
it  will  go  on  record  in  support  of 
strengthening  international  justice 
through  law  or  whether  it  will  “bend 
at  the  knees  at  the  dictates  of  some 
totalitarian  nations  and  to  the  State 
Department  which  seems  to  think  that 
whenever  we  seek  to  establish  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  . . .  international  justice  through 
law,  the  Russians  are  going  to  get  us  if 
we  don’t  watdi  out. 

“I  think  the  time  has  come  for 
us  to  make  perfectly  clear  to  the 
Arab  countries  that  we  are  not 
going  to  be  blackmailed  by  them 
any  longer  whether  because  of  oil, 
or  because  they  might  go  over  to 
the  Russians,  or  because  they  might 
go  to  war.  If  they  want  to  go  over 
to  the  Communists,  let  them  go 
over  and  boil  in  that  Communist 
oil  for  awhile  and  see  how  they 
like  it 

“I  have  never  been  moved  by 
the  argument  that  the  Russians  wiU 


take  over  the  Middle  East  if  we  do 
not  continue  to  support  the  dicta- 
tOTial  policies  of  certain  Arab 
leaders.’’ 

He  informed  the  Senate,  “The  fact 
still  remains  that  the  Arab  leaders  are 
threatening  to  destroy  the  only  free 
nation  in  the  Middle  East  as  soon  as 
they  think  they  are  strong  enough.” 

Senator  Keating.  Next  Sen.  Keating 
declared  that  the  Fulbright  proposal 
“cannot  masquerade  as  anything  else 
but  an  effort  to  negate  and  nullify  the 
Senate’s  earlier  action.”  It  says,  in 
effect,  “that  the  freedom  of  the  seas 
shall  apply  to  everything  except  the 
Suez  Ca^.”  Sen.  Keating  objected  to 
any  compromise  on  basic  principles — 
freedom  of  navigation  in  international 
waterways — and  he  warned  the  Senate 
that  any  reversal  of  action  by  that  body 
would  give  a  “green  light  to  Col.  Nas¬ 
ser  and  his  fellow  highwaymen  to  ctxi- 
tinue  their  high-handed  tactics.” 

He  termed  any  modification  “an  out¬ 
right  retreat  frmn  our  country’s  oft- 
stated  dedication  to  free  navigation  in 
international  waterways.  It  would  cut 
off  an  effective  means  for  this  country 
to  protest  the  UAR’s  acts  of  inter¬ 
national  piracy.” 


Countering  Sen.  Fulbright’s  statement 
that  those  who  supported  the  amend¬ 
ment  were  yielding  to  “pressure  groups” 
and  not  acting  out  of  principle.  Sen. 
Keating  had  this  to  say: 


“If  yielding  to  pressure  means 
raising  one’s  voice  in  defense  of  the 
things  in  which  one  believes,  there 
is  indeed  pressure,  and  justifiable 
pressure  in  the  present  instance. 


“I  hope  the  Senator  would  not 
prefer  ’acquiescence  groups’  to 
pressure  groups  when  a  matter  of 
great  principle  is  invcdved.  There 
have  been  pressure  groups,  all 
through  the  history  of  Africa, 
that  have  accomplished  very  ef¬ 
fective  and  worthwhile  actions  .  .  . 

“I  freely  admit  to  being  a  lob¬ 
byist  for  tUs  amendment.  I  freely 
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and  proudly  admit  to  being  a  lob¬ 
byist  in  favor  of  upholding  princi¬ 
ples  of  international  law  . .  .  work¬ 
ing  very  actively  to  put  the  Senate 
on  record  as  favcHing  freedom  of 
navigation  through  international 
waterways.  j 

”...  I  fear  the  effects  if  our  / 
Nation  is  ever  deprived  of  those/ 
who  will  lobby  for  what  they  be-/ 
lieve  is  morally  and  legally  right/ 

I  fear  the  day  when  the  Senate  will 
not  rise  in  this  Chamber  to  fight\ 
for  principles  of  moral  right  •  •  -X 
when  the  United  States  abdicates  ) 
its  traditional  role  as  champion  of  i 
the  principles  of  international  law.  \ 
Let  us  not  today  cast  votes  which  \ 
would  in  any  way  constitute  an 
erosion  of  our  strong  heritage  ...”  I 

Emphatically  reaffirming  the  need  for 
action  instead  of  “pious  statements,”  he 
said  that  “whispers  in  freedom’s  name 
are  not  enough,”  and  he  characterized 
his  amendment  as  a  notice  to  Col.  Nas¬ 
ser  that  he  is  in  the  “international  big 
leagues”  and  must  abide  by  the  rules. 

When  Sen.  Fulbright  asked  Sen. 
Keating  whether  he  would  be  willing 
“to  support  my  other  amendment  which 
is  an  adaptation  of  the  UN  resolution 
with  regard  to  refugees,”  Sen.  Keating 
retorted  that  Sen.  Fulbright  had  left  out 
“a  very  important  part  of  that  resolu¬ 
tion  —  the  call  for  negotiations  which 
showed  that  the  General  Assembly 
clearly  intended  that  any  Arab  repatria¬ 
tion  would  be  within  the  context  of 
Arab-Israel  peace  negotiations.”  And 
he  objected  to  Sen.  Fulbright’s  “putting 
in  only  part  (rf  that  story.” 

At  this  point,  the  Senate  voted  to 
table  the  first  Fulbright  amendment  and 
he  did  not  offer  the  amendment  on  the 
Arab  refugees. 

If  the  refugee  amendment  had  been 
offered,  there  would  have  been  addi¬ 
tional  amendments  calling  for  resettle¬ 
ment  as  well  as  for  repatriation,  and 
stressing  the  importance  of  peace  ne¬ 
gotiations  as  a  condition  precedent  to 
any  solution  of  this  problem. 
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